
"wbmit the following comments in response to the localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaldng
(the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, ;W08, in MB Docket No 04-23:3.

i,ny new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A nmnber of
['roposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

'1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
:eople who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would

npose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who I"8sist advice from those who
on't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
hoosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
rogramming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what

'iewpoints a broadcaster, particul81rly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone Ilas
ights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster

conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
Jelivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision··making information The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
~l.gency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
iiltl"Ude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

i 4} lViany Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
'3tations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
;queeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by sUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
:equiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
;ocation choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
:;el"vlce is contrary to the public interest.

VIle urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

!l!Iail By April 14, 2008 to:
The Sccl'ctary
Federal Communications Commission
41 S 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20SS4
Attn" Chlcf, Media Bureau
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if Embmit the following comments in response to the localism No1:ice 01: Proposed RlJiema!(ing
(the"NPRM"j, rele:ased Jarn. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04·233.

i\ny new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
',raposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted

,,1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
rinpose such unconstitutional manclates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
(Ion't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
':hoosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
·rogramming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, fmm dictating what

iewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone Ilas
'ights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
(;onscientiousiy objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
-jelivery mandates on any religion.

P) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision--making information The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
3gency - and proposals to forte reporting on such things as WllO produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the eiectricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
iequiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
~;ervice is contrary to the public interest.

\/Ife urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above
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Mail By April 14, 2008 to:
The Sccret8.1y
Federal Communications Commission
4~ 5 ]2th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau



r ,mbmit the following comments in response to the localism Notice oj' Proposed Ruiemal(ing
(the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, un MB Docket No" 04·233.

i:ny new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
uroposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

") The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
r,eople who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
((npose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
,'on't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
"hoosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
:.rogramming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
':iewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
'Ights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
(;onscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition at message
ieiivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision·making information The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as wllo produced what programs would
iiltmde on constitutionally-protected editorial choices

(4j Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
c;queeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
iequiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
'ocation choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
,;erllice is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Mai! By April 14, 2008 to:
The Secretary
Fedcl'al Communications Commission
,1·15 12th Street, SW
Wae:hingron, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau



'H.Jbmit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice 01 P'mposed Rulemal\ing
(the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No" 04·'!33"

i\!lY new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights A number of
nroposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

i.) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
',npose such unconstitutional mandates, Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
,ion't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
.choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
-rogramming, The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
'Iewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
'ights to air time, Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
';onscientiously objects to the message, The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
jelivery mandates on any religion,

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision--making information The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
3gency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as WllO produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
rotations, Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge, Yet, the Commission proposes to fu.rther
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
iequiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by fUliher restricting main studio
ioeation choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
';ervice is contrary to the public interest.

lIfe urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above,

,(' 'MY\ C~&lQo
Sin~IlJre and Date

~JlXJn Chwd,\\
Name a nd Address

Mail By April 14, 2008 to:
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i submit the following comments in response to the localism Notice 01: Proposed RIl~emal{ing

(the"NPRM"), rele,ased Jan. 24, 2008, un MB DoclKet No. 04··233.

/\ny new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
uroposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

nThe FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
i,npose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those Who
:ion'! share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
':hoosing to follow their own consciences, rather than alloWing incompatible viewpoints to shape their

rogramming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
.:iewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2} The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
'ights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
;onscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as wl,o produced what progt"ams would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by fUliher restricting main studio
iocation choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
:;ervice is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above

Mail By April 14, 2008 to:
The Sccretmy
Federal Communications Commission
445 J2th Street, SW
Wa,hington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau

APR 21 2003



nsubmit the following comments in response 10 the Localism Notice oI Pwposed Rulemaking
. (the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, "11 MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
nmposals discussed in the NPRM, If enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

!) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
npose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
Dn't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for

"hoosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
::rogramming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what

iewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
'ights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
';onscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

1,3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision--making information The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations_ Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
3queeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
iequiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by fUliher restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
'3el\fice is contrary to the public interest.

'Ne urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
,1~ 5 ]2th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chlef~ Media Bureau
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osubmit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulernaking
(the"NPRM"), released Jam. 24, 2008, in MB DocKet No. 04-233,

/\ny new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

'!) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
;,eople who do not share their values, The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
i, npose such unconstitutional mandates, Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
,ion't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
'choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
:)rogramming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
/iewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

2} The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
,~onscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision·making information The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
3.gency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as WIIO produced what programs would
intwde on constitutionally-protected editorial choices

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge, Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
lequiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by fUliher restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest

INe urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above
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Mail By April 14, 2008 to:
The Secretary
Federal CommUll'ications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau
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i submit the following comments iln response to the localism Notice of Proposed Rlilemaking
. (the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

!\ny new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate F~ndment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - a~ffltJ~tlNbE~Blfd

Ii) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take'~~ from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
i'npose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
(jon't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
>"hoosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
::'rogramming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
uiewpoints a broadcaster, partiCUlarly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
'Ights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even If a religious broadcaster
c;onscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by fUliher restricting main studio
iocation choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Mail By April 14, 2008 to:
The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 J 2th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau

APR 21 2008



; submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Pmposed Ruiemaking
(the"NPRM"), reUe,ased Jan, 24, 2008, in MB Docket No, 04-233,

/\ny new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights A number of
Lmposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

i) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
:>eople who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
i,npose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
'ion't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
'!loosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
:,rogramming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
.iewpoints a broadcaster, particula,rly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2} The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public fOl"Um where anyone and everyone has
-ights to air time. Proposed pUblic aecess requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
;onseientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
jelivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intl"Ude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

"4j Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
"tations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
,:,queeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
:equiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
'ocation choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
;iervice is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Mail By April 14, 2008 to:
The Secretary
l,'ccleral Communications Commission
4~ -" 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 2.0554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau
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[ ',ubmit the following comments in respol"!se to the localism Notice oj: Proposed Rlilemal~ing

(the"NPRM"), rele,ased Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-23:5.

;\ny new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
croposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

!) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
;mpose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
(!on't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
hoosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
rogramming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
iewpoints a broadcaster, particulalrly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
'ights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
(;onscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
lequiring staff presence whenever a station is Oil the air and, (b) by fUliher restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these pmposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

\Ne urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Mai! By April 14, 2008 to:
The Secretary
f·'ecleral Communicatjol1s Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bnreau APR 21 2008



,i submit the following comments in response to the localism Notice of Proposed Ru!emaking
, (the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

i\ny new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights A number of
,';lOposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted,

!} The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values, The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
, npose such unconstitutional mandates, Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
,jon't share their values could face i,ncreased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
'hoosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
':,rogramming. The First Amendment prohibits government, includin~J the FCC, from dictating what
'/iewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2} The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
"[ghts to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

13) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what progl'ams would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

i4} Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations, Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
lequiring staff presence whenever a station is Oil the air and, (b) by fUliher restricting main studio
iocation choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
sel\lice is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

"\ " .I I (I .' I ,
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Mail By April14, 2008 to:
The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau



j submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
. (the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

i\ny new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights A number of
nmposals discussed in the NPRM,lf enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

nThe FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
• npose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
,Ion't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
:hoosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their

·:.rogramming. The First Amendment prohibits government, inciudin~J the FCC, from dictating what
.iiewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
;'ights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious bmadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
.:Jelivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on SUCll things as who produced what programs would
intl'ude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
lequiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by fUliher restricting main studio
iocation choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
sen/ice is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Mail By April 14, 2008 to:
The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 ]2th Street, SW
Wa.shington, DC 20554
Attn: ehlef, Media Bureau
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proriosed RlilelTl41killft ,)
. (the"NPRM"), relE~ased Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-23,:£ CG- . .' .. '

, ,._~._--.-~

Any neW FCC rUles, polici~s or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, iif enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. '

(1) The FCC must not force. radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people Who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates, Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own conscieinces, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
·programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, Including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particuiarly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public al~cess requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids Imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices,

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations, Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choiCes, Raising 'costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks- and curtailed
service is contrary to the public inter,sst.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Mail Bv April 14, 2008 to:
The Secretary
Federal Commul1ications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of P op.osed RUlel!l.a.k/raH
. (the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 0 ~CP '.~,."",

. , ~~.:~:.~,,~,.....~ .-.=-,.. ,-'
Any new FCC rules, polici\'ls or proced.ures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people Who do not share their valul~s. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face Increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consci,~nces, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
·programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religiouB programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters opl:'!rate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever St station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
looation choices. Raising 'costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature and Date

bus;e. 0::('Ke r \::v/v,
Name and Address

Mail By April 14, 2008 to:
Tho Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUlemakin~.ff{MIJ(!ulltif~Cj;i,;
Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-23:1. -"'.-••.__:::':: i

Many of the proposals in NPRM, contra!)' to the FCC's stated objectives, would harm both localism and diversity of
viewpoints.

The true wellsprings of localism and diversity are smaller market radio stations and stations offering specialized
programming (including religion, foreign language, ethnic and altemative programming). These types of stations also
serve as important gateways for new er,trants seeking business opportunities in broadcasting - increasing ownership
among those traditionally underrepresented.

But just as major operating costs are quickly rising, and more Americans are turning to new media, the NPRM proposes
measures that would substantially raise costs - something that will be keenly felt among small market and specialized
programming broadcasters. The rational economic response will be service cutbacks or outright shutdowns. Neither
outcome is in the public interest.

One of these ill-advised proposals would force radio stations to curtail reliance on labor-saving technology. An end to
unstaffed operations will not improve responsiveness to a local community. To the contra!)', it will likely lead stations to
broadcast fewer hours or shut down altogether. Unattended operation with proper safeguards has helped small stations
provide more service through efficiency, Take that away, and the Commission will create strong disincantive for
stations to stay on during the late evening or early morning hours, hours dUring which very little revenue is generated.
The increased operational costs will lead new entrepreneurs, including women and minorities, to look elsewhere to
invest their savings and sweat equity.

The Commission must also reject proposal that would further limit where broadcasters can locate their main studiOS.
The Commission acted in the public interest when it adopted rules many years ago to permit stations greater flexibility in
selecting the location of their main studios, particularly in situations in which a broadcaster operates stations licensed to
several nearby communities. If the Commission were to force each station to establish its main studio only in that
station's community of license, the result would be that broadcasters - particularly small market and speciality
programming broadcasters - would have to divert their limited financial resources from supporting and enhancing
quality programming to covering additional and unnecessary real estate costs.

The FCC should also jettison proposals forcing stations to give away airtime to community groups. One proposal would
even enforce public access requiremenits, similar to cable PEG channels. Cable has dozens, even hundreds of
channeis from which it can profit, but smaller market radio and stations serving small specialized audiences do not.
Free is not really free to those who strullgle eve!)' day just to keep the electricity flowing, the programming going, and
the local news covered.

Smaller stations are keenly attuned to the communities they serve - it is how they remain in business, But the balance
is deiicate, and the Commission must nl~t take action that will tip the balance so stations cut back on service or drop out.
There is no 'public interest' in service that is both diminished and less diverse.

Respectfully submitted,

.~ C_ ,"'1\~"t"
Sign~ ( .

L.~tJ 0AN/JON
Name

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)

Date
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I submilthe following comm,,"ts in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng (the - .•~..J
"NPRM"l, released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment nghts. A number of
proposals discussed In the NPRfvl, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religiOUS broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adVISOry board proposals would Impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist adVice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license tor choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing Inc:ompatible ViewpOints tc shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, Including the FCC, from dictating what ViewpOints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum .wery radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public al~cess requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any reiiglon.

(3) The FCC must not force reveiation of specific editorial decision-making Information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, IS not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such thIngs as who produced what programs would Intrude on
constitutionally·protected editOrial choices.

(4) ;he.FCG mli.st riot establish a two-tiered renewal system In which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal applicAtion processing. The proposed mandatory special ranewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the CommiSSioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religiOUS broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could iacl3 long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Chnstian broadcasters operate cin tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping tha electricity flowing IS often a challenge. Yet, theCommlsslon proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market t,roadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a~ by reqUIring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (bl by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public Interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or poiicles discussed above.

Signature

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RlJ.ilml.akin1:t(thla,.

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. rvv lVIall HOOm

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn 13very radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force, revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial dlOices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

yt:!~
0eiHJ G. ~(gtJ_

Name
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r submit the following comments in response to the localism Notice 01' Proposed Rulemaking
. (the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, un MB Dod<et No .. 04·,233.

(\ny new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights, A number of
i.)roposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

'I) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
,eople who do not share their values, The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would

,'npose such unconstitutional mandates, Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
'hoosing to follow their own consciences, rather than alloWing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
orogramming, The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
'!iewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
ights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster

conscientiously objects to the message, The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion,

Pl The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision·making information The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as WIIO produced what progmms would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices

(4) \Viany Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
"tations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge, Yet, the Commission proposes to further
3queeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
lequiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
i.ocation choices, Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

\file urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

.Ad fie
SignaTure and ate

kif L.."OM
Nameand Aerdress

~
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Mail By April 14,2008 to:
The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 ]2th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn· ehlef, Media Bureau
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed ~""'qking (the ! <'OJ, /

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. '-., Co"~ u /'«-, , . /""~.
", <, "'" /

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number-G(t\>·,)~ "
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. "-'-"~:,.';i /

'~-j

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to ado rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Name

Title (if any)

Date

Organization (if any)
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed In the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religiOUS broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adVISOry board proposals would Impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist adVice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing Incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religiOUS broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements wouid do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously Objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any relig.on.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making Information. The chOIce
of programming, especially religiOUS programming, IS not properly dictated by any govemment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editOrial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system In which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the CommiSSioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their conSCiences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially rUinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keep.~g the electricity flowing .s often a challenge. Yet, the CommiSSion proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raiSing costs in two ways: (a) by reqUiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location chOices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public Interesl.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or poliCies discussed above.

~h~ f)&f/7
Signature
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUle~(tI1lt • <0:,/
"NPRM"), released Jan 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. "',"1f, /:'0.

.....~':~ 7\.):-_,-, /
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of "',""",'"'t;'I"

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. ", "

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrUde on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the follOWing comments In response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng (the'~"1// '0!
"NPRM"). released Jan. 24, 2008. In MB Docket No 04-233. •4.'9- /

~
) /

Any neW FCC rules. policies or procedures must not violate F"st Amendment rights. A number of °4, /
proposals discussed In the NPRM. if enacted, would do 50 - and must not be adopted. VI
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advIsory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment. complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow the" own
consciences. rather than allowing Incompatible Viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC. from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster.
particularly a religiOUS broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access reqUirements would do so - eVen if a religious broadcaster
conSCientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making mformation. The choice
of programming. espeCially religious programming, IS not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editOrial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system In which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certam classes of applicants by the CommiSSioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religiOUS broadcasters. Those who stay true to the" consCienCeS and present only the messages they
correspond to the" beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing IS often a challenge. Yet. the Commission proposeS to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters. by substantially raismg costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (bl by further restricting main studio location chOices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force Service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public Interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules. procedures or poliCies discussed above.

Signature

Name

Phone

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)
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• I submit the following commonts in response to the localism Notice of ProposedRUlem~ ..? Z'(;>~ ,
NPRMj, released Jan. 24, 2008, In MB Docket No. 04-233. '" :4 ./</ "

'" :':,-""J v(?') '-
A."" " .... ~cc tul"". llOIi"lI>s or o=adUI'l!S must not VIOlate FirstAmendment nghta. A number of 'f<~'" u

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do SO - and mu!lt not tie lldoptgd. • }'i.)~., / /
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religIOUs broadcasters. to take advice from ''''/,:7 /
people Who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed aclvlsory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advK:e from those who don't share thelr
values could face Increased harassmen~ complaints and even loss of license for chooslng to follow their own
consciences. rather than allowing incompalJble Viewpoints to shape their programrmng. The First
Amendment prohibitsgovem~ Including the FCC, from dictating what VlBWpOints a broedcaster,
particularly a religiOUS broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum wham anyone and everyone has
rights to 8If time. Proposed public access requll'ernellls would do so - even if a rer19ious broadcaster
consaentiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force ravelation of specifIC editorial decision-maklng information. The chOICe
of programming, especially religiOUS programrmng, IS not properly dictated by any government agerrcy - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would Intrude on
constitutionally-protected editonal chOices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system In which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal apprlCallon processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certarn classes of applicants by the CommISsiOners themselves would amount to coercton of
religiOUS broedcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to the" beliefs could face long, expensive end potentially ruinous renewel proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broedcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. KeepIng the electricity flowing IS often a challenge. yet the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smeller market broedcasters, by substantielly raISing costs in two ways: (e) by requlnng
staff presence whenever a statton Is on the air and, (b) by further restncting maln studio Iocalion choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtatled servICe is contrary to the
public Interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules. procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04·233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of PropDsed Rul
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in fVIB Docket No. 04-233.

API! 2 1200',• u

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must nDt violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's prDpDsed advisory bDard proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, cDmplaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids impositiDn of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not forca revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
cDnstitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must nDt establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposod mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religiDus broadcasters. Those whD stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous nmewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comm"nts in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not Violate First Amendment nghts. A number of
proposals discussed In the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take adVice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advlsDry bDard proposals WDuid ImpDse such
uncDnstitutional mandates. ReligiDlls broadcasters WhD resist adVice from thDse WhD dDn't share their
values could face increased harassment, cDmplalnts and even loss Df license for choDsing tD follow their Dwn
cDnsciences, rather than allowing Incompatible vlewpDlnts tD shape their prDgrammlng. The First
Amendment prDhibits govemment, Including the FCC, frDm dictating what ViewpOints a broadcaster,
par;icularly a religlDus brDadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must nDt turn "very radiD statiDn IntD a public fDrum where anYDne and everyDne has
rights to air time. PrDpDsed pUblic access requirements would dD so - even if a religious broadcaster
consclentiDusly Objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids impDsition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editDrial decision-making Information. The chOice
of programming, espeCially religious prDgrammlng, IS not properly dictated by any gDvernment agency - and
prDpDsals tD force repDrting on such things as who prDduced what programs would Intrude on
constitutionally-protected editonal chDices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system In which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review Df certain classes of applicants by the CommisslDners themselves would amDunt to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
cDrrespond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Chnstian brDadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
statiDns. Keeping the electricity flDwlng IS often a challenge. Yet, the CommiSSion proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raiSing costs In twD ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a statiDn IS on the air and, (b) by further restncting main studiD IDcatiDn chOices.
Raising costs with these proposals would fDrce service cutbacks - and curtailed service is cDntrary to the
public Interest.

We urge the FCC nDt to adopt rules, procedures or poliCies discussed abDve.
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